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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to application 10/606,985 on 6/26/03 Claims 1-25 are 
pending and represent method, system and program product for providing a status of a 
transaction with an application server. 

■ 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 21-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention of 
the claim 21 is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 21 recited "A program 
product stored on a recordable medium: " which are adapted to perform some steps. 

The computer program and the program are non-statutory as not being tangible 
embodied in computer readable medium in a manner so as to be executable, and also 
claimed that the computer program/programming execute in a computer or by a 
computer are descriptive material per se and are not statutory because they are not 
capable of causing functional change in the computer (See MPEP section 2106, 
Seventh Edition. Revision No. dated February 2000. at page 2100-10 and 2100-11). 

Other dependent claims, which are not specifically cited above are also rejected 
because of the deficiencies of their respective parent claims. 



* 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the Invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1, 15 & 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Donker Patent No. 2004/0107267 A1 . Donker teaches the invention as claimed 
including system and method for determining the availability of a web page (see 
abstract). 

6. As to claim 1 , Donker teaches a method for providing a status of a transaction 
with an application on a server, comprising: 

receiving a request for a transaction on the server from a client (figure 1 ; page 4, 
paragraph 52; Donker discloses that the method of receiving a request from a client to 
access the webpage or hyperlink on the server); 

invoking the application on the server to process the request (page 7, paragraph 
69; Donker discloses that the method of invoking the application); 

generating a first polling code having a first Uniform Resource Locator (URL) that 
includes a first set of parameters, and sending the first polling code to the client (figure 
3; page 4, paragraph 49 & 53; Donker discloses that the method of sending the http 
ping protocol to the client and the status code indicating the availability of the web 
page); and 
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communicating the first URL from the client to the server to request the status of 
the transaction (page 1, paragraph 16; Donker discloses that the method of determining 
the availability status and sending the status code to the client). 

7. As to claim 15, Donker teaches a system for providing a status of a transaction 
with an application on a server, comprising: 

a server agent for receiving a request for the transaction from a client (figure 1 ; 
page 4, paragraph 52; Donker discloses that the system of receiving a request from a 
client to access the webpage or hyperlink on the server), and for initiating the 
transaction based on the request (page 7, paragraph 69; Donker discloses that the 
system of invoking the application); 

a client code generator invoked by the server agent for generating a first polling 
code having a first Uniform Resource Locator (URL) that includes a first set of 
parameters, and for sending the first polling code to the client (figure 3; page 4, 
paragraph 49 & 53; Donker discloses that the system of sending the http ping protocol 
to the client and the status code indicating the availability of the web page), wherein the 
client communicates the first URL to the server agent to request the status of the 
transaction (page 1, paragraph 16; Donker discloses that the system of determining the 
availability status and sending the status code to the client). 

8. As to claim 21 , Donker teaches a program product comprises: 

agent program code configured to receive a request for the transaction from a 
client (figure 1; page 4, paragraph 52; Donker discloses that the program product of 
receiving a request from a client to access the webpage or hyperlink on the server), and 
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to initiate the transaction based on the request (page 7. paragraph 69; Donker discloses 
that the program product of invoking the application); 

generator program code invoked by the agent program code configured to 
generate a first polling code having a first Uniform Resource Locator (URL) that 
includes a first set of parameters, and to send the first polling code to the client (figure 
3; page 4. paragraph 49 & 53; Donker discloses that the program product of sending the 
http ping protocol to the client and the status code indicating the availability of the web 
page), wherein the client communicates the first URL to the agent program code to 
request the status of the transaction (page 1 , paragraph 1 6; Donker discloses that the 
program product of determining the availability status and sending the status code to 
the client). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not Identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 2-13, 16-20, 22-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious 
over Donker,. Patent No. 2004/0107267 A1 in view of Gentry, Patent No. 6,434,651 B1 . 
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The applied reference has a common assignee with the instant application. 
Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it constitutes prior art 
only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) might be overcome 
by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1 .132 that any invention disclosed but not claimed in 
the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is thus not an 
invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed subject 
matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not claimed 
in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 CFR 

I. 131; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1.130 stating that the application and 
reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104. together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1.321(c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

Donker teaches the invention as claimed including system and method for 
determining the availability of a web page(see abstract). 

II. As to claim 2, Donker teaches the method as recited in claim 1 . But Donker 
failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the first set of parameters comprises a delay 
time and a polling count. 

However, Gentry teaches method and apparatus for suppressing interrupts in a 
high-speed network environment (see abstract). Gentry teaches the limitation wherein 
the first set of parameters comprises a delay time and a polling count (figure 4; col 16, 
lines 45 - col 17, lines 25). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Donker in view of Gentry so that the system would be able to 
determine the polling count for the system. One would be motivated to do so to 
determine the polling rate by interpret the counter to determine the threshold for the 
polling mode. 

12. As to claim 3, Donker and Gentry teach the method as recited in claim 2, wherein 
the communicating step comprises communicating the first URL from the client to the 
server after expiration of the delay time (page 3, paragraph 46; Donker discloses that 
the method of setting the timeout for the delay time). 

13. As to claim 4, Donker and Gentry teach the method as recited in claim 2, wherein 
the communicating step further comprises communicating the first URL from a browser 
on the client to a server agent on the server after expiration of the delay time, and 
wherein the seryer agent determines the status of the transaction based on the URL 
(page 1, paragraph 17; Donker discloses that the method of determined the status of 
the transactions). 

14. As to claim 5, Donker and Gentry teach the method as recited in claim 2, wherein 
sending the second polling code to the client (page 7, table 4; Donker discloses 

that the method of sending the polling code include the URL, address, time or 
redirection, delay pointer and status code); and 

communicating the second polling code to the server from the client after 
expiration of the delay time to request the status of the transaction (page 7. paragraph 
69; Donker discloses that the method of communicating the unfound URL address after 
the wait time is over). 
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But Donker failed to teach the claim limitation wherein generating, after the 
communicating step, a second polling code having a second URL that identifies a 
second set of parameters if the transaction is incomplete and the polling count does not 
equal a polling count limit. 

However, Gentry teaches the limitation wherein generating, after the 
communicating step, a second polling code having a second URL that identifies a 
second set of parameters if the transaction is incomplete and the polling count does not 
equal a polling count limit (figure 7; col 22, lines 20-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Donker in view of Gentry so that determined if the polling counter is 
expire or not. One would be motivated to do so to be able to reset the counter for the 
polling count once reaches the limit. 

15. As to claim 6, Donker and Gentry teach the method as recited in claim 5. But 
Donker failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the generating step comprises 
incrementing the polling count of the first set of parameters by one to yield a new polling 
count 

However, Gentry teaches the limitation wherein the generating step comprises 
incrementing the polling count of the first set of parameters by one to yield a new polling 
count (figure 2; col 9, lines 40-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Donker in view of Gentry so that the system would be able to check 
if the counter reach the final values or not. One would be motivated to do so to increase 
or decrease the counter accordingly. 
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16. As to claim 7, Donker and Gentry teach the method as recited in claim 2, further 
comprising directing the client to an exception page after the communicating step if the 
polling count equals a polling count limit and the transaction is incomplete (page 6, 
paragraph 62; Donker discloses that the method of redirect the page when a URL listed 
on a web page no linger links to the correct website). 

17. As to claim 8, Donker and Gentry teach the method as recited in claim 2, further 
comprising directing the client to a completion page after the communicating step if the 
transaction is complete (page 7, table 4; Donker discloses that the method of redirect 
the page to a second or third URL if can't link to a first URL). 

1 8. As to claim 9, Donker teaches a method for providing a status of a transaction 
with an application on a server, comprising: 

receiving a HTTP request for a transaction on the server from a browser on a 
client (figure 1; page 4, paragraph 52; Donker discloses that the method of receiving a 
request from a client to access the webpage or hyperlink on the server); 

invoking the application on the server to process the HTTP request (page 7, 
paragraph 69; Donker discloses that the method of invoking the application); 

sending the first polling code to, the browser (page 7, table 4; Donker discloses 
that the method of sending the polling code include the URL, address, time or 
redirection, delay pointer and status code); and 

communicating the first URL in the first polling code from the browser to a server 
agent on the server after expiration of the delay time to request the status of the 
transaction (page 7, paragraph 69; Donker discloses that the method of communicating 
the unfound URL address after the wait time is over). 
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But Donker failed to teacli the claim limitation wherein calling a client code 
generator to generate a first polling code having a first Uniform Resource Locator (URL) 
that includes a first set of parameters, wherein the first set of parameters comprises a 
delay time and a polling count. 

However, Gentry teaches the limitation wherein calling a client code generator to 
generate a first polling code having a first Uniform Resource Locator (URL) that 
includes a first set of parameters, wherein the first set of parameters comprises a delay 
time and a polling count (figure 4; col 16, lines 45 - col 17, lines 25). 

» 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Donker in view of Gentry so that the system would be able to 
determine the polling count for the system. One would be motivated to do so to 
determine the polling rate by interpret the counter to determine the threshold for the 
polling mode. 

19. As to claim 10, Donker and Gentry teach the method as recited in claim 9, 
wherein the first URL is processed by the server agent on the server to determine the 
status of the transaction (page 1, paragraph 15; Donker discloses that the method of 
determined the status of the transaction). 

20. As to claim 1 1 , Donker and Gentry teach the method as recited in claim 9, further 
comprising directing the browser to a completion page if the transaction is complete 
(page 7, table 4; Donker discloses that the method of redirect the page to a second or 
third URL if can't link to a first URL). 

21 . As to claim 12, Donker and Gentry teach the method as recited in claim 9, further 
comprising directing the browser to an exception page if the transaction is incomplete 
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and the polling count equals a polling count limit (page 6, paragraph 62; Donker 
discloses that the method of redirect the page when a URL listed on a web page no 
linger links to the correct website). 

22. As to claim 13, Donker and Gentry teach the method as recited in claim 9. But 
Donker failed to teach the claim limitation wherein generating a second polling code 
having a second Uniform Resource Locator (URL) that identifies a second set of 
parameters and the transaction requested if the transaction is incomplete and the 
polling count does not equal a polling count limit, wherein the second set of parameters 
comprises the delay .time and a new polling count. 

However, Gentry teaches the limitation wherein generating a second polling code 
having a second Uniform Resource Locator (URL) that identifies a second set of 
parameters and the transaction requested if the transaction is incomplete and the 
polling count does not equal a polling count limit, wherein the second set of parameters 
comprises the delay time and a new polling count (figure 7; col 22, lines 20-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Donker in view of Gentry so that determined if the polling counter is 
expire or not. One would be motivated to do so to be able to reset the counter for the 
polling count once reaches the limit. 

23. As to claim 16, Donker teaches the system as recited in claim 15. But Donker 
failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the client comprises a browser for receiving 
the first polling code, and for communicating the first URL to the server agent. 
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However, Gentry teaches the limitation wherein the client comprises a browser 
for receiving the first polling code, and for communicating the first URL to the server 
agent (col 16, lines 15-26). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Donker in view of Gentry so that the system would determined the 
status of the transaction. One would be motivated to do so to be able to keep track of 
the polling count. 

24. As to claim 17, Donker and Gentry teach the system as recited in claim 15. But 
Donker failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the first set of parameters includes a 
delay time and a polling count. 

However, Gentry teaches the limitation wherein the first set of parameters 

includes a delay time and a polling count (figure 4; col 16, lines 45 - col 17, lines 25). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention to modify Donker in view of Gentry so that the system would be able to 

■ 

determine the polling count for the system. One would be motivated to do so to 
determine the polling rate by interpret the counter to determine the threshold for the 
polling mode. 

25. As to claim 18, Donker and Gentry teach the system as recited in claim 17, 
wherein the client communicates the first URL to the server agent after expiration of the 
delay time (page 3, paragraph 46; Donker discloses that the system of setting the 
timeout for the delay time). 

26. As to claim 19, Donker and Gentry teach the system as recited in claim 17. But 
Donker failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the server agent processes the first 
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URL to determine the status of the transaction, and invokes the client code generator to 
generate a second polling code having a second URL that identifies a second set of 
parameters if the transaction is incomplete and the polling count does not equal a 
polling count limit. 

However, Gentry teaches the limitation wherein the server agent processes the 
first URL to determine the status of the transaction, and invokes the client code 
generator to generate a second polling code having a second URL that identifies a 
second set of parameters if the transaction is incomplete and the polling count does not 
equal a polling count limit (figure 7; col 22, lines 20-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Donker in view of Gentry so that determined if the polling counter is 
expire or not. One would be motivated to do so to be able to reset the counter for the 
polling count once reaches the limit. 

27. As to claim 20, Donker and Gentry teach the system as recited in claim 19. But 
Donker failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the second set of parameters 
comprises the delay time and a new polling count, and wherein the client code 
generator increments the polling count of the first set of parameters by one to yield the 
new polling count. 

However, Gentry teaches the limitation wherein the second set of parameters 
comprises the delay time and a new polling count, and wherein the client code 
generator increments the polling count of the first set of parameters by one to yield the 
new polling count (figure 2; col 9, lines 40-45). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Donker in view of Gentry so that the system would be able to check 
if the counter reach the final values or not. One would be motivated to do so to increase 
or decrease the counter accordingly. 

28. As to claim 22, Donker teaches the program product as recited in claim 21 . But 
Donker failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the first set of parameters includes a 
delay time and a polling count. 

However, Gentry teaches the limitation wherein the first set of parameters 
includes a delay time and a polling count (figure 4; col 16, lines 45 - col 17. lines 25). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Donker in view of Gentry so that the system would be able to 
determine the polling count for the system. One would be motivated to do so to 
determine the polling rate by interpret the counter to determine the threshold for the 
polling mode. 

29. As to claim 23, Donker and Gentry teach the program product as recited in claim 
22, wherein the client comprises a browser configured to receive the first polling code, 
and to communicate the first URL to the agent program code after expiration of the 
delay time (page 3, paragraph 46; Donker discloses that the program product of setting 
the timeout for the delay time). 

30. As to claim 24, Donker and Gentry teach the program product as recited in claim 
22. But Donker failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the agent program code is 
further configured to process the first URL to determine the status of the transaction, 
and to invoke the generator program code to generate a second polling code having a 
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second URL that identifies a second set of parameters if the transaction is incomplete 
and the polling count does not equal a polling count limit. 

However, Gentry teaches the limitation wherein the agent program code is 
further configured to process the first URL to determine the status of the transaction, 
and to invoke the generator program code to generate a second polling code having a 
second URL that identifies a second set Of parameters if the transaction is incomplete 
and the polling count does not equal a polling count limit (figure 7; col 22, lines 20-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Donker in view of Gentry so that determined if the polling counter is 
expire or not. One would be motivated to do so to be able to reset the counter for the 
polling count once reaches the limit. 

31 . As to claim 25, Donker and Gentry teach the program product as recited in claim 
24. But Donker failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the second set of parameters 
comprises the delay time and a new polling count, and wherein the generator program 
code increments the polling count of the first set of parameters by one to yield the new 
polling count. 

However, Gentry teaches the limitation wherein the second set of parameters 
comprises the delay time and a new polling count, and wherein the generator program 
code increments the polling count of the first set of parameters by one to yield the new 
polling count (figure 2; col 9, lines 40-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Donker in view of Gentry so that the system wpuld be able to check 
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if the counter reach the final values or not. One would be motivated to do so to increase 
or decrease the counter accordingly. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

32. Claims *claims objected* are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

33. The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for objected the claims : 

In interpreting the claims, in light of the specification and the applicant's arguments filed 
on 6/26/03, the Examiner finds the claimed invention to be patentably distinct form the 
prior art of record. 

34. Donker et al. (US 2004/0107267 A1), teach system and method for determined 
the availability of a website wherein receiving, invoking and requesting the status of the 
transaction (abstract; figure 1 & 3; page 1, paragraph 16; page 4, paragraph 52; page 7, 
paragraph 69; page 4, paragraph 49 & 53). 

35. Gentry et al. (US 6,434,651 B1), teach method and apparatus for suppressing 
interrupts in a high-speed , wherein generating the polling count and polling count limit 
(abstract; figure 2, 4, & 7; col 9, lines 40-45). 

36. The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for objected the claims to be 
allowed: 

The examiner has found that the prior art of record does not appear to teach or 
suggest or render obvious the claimed limitations in combination with the specific added 
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limitations as recited in dependent claims. The prior art of record fails to teach or 
suggest individually or in combination of generating a polling code having a URL that 
includes a set of parameters, wherein the first set of parameters comprise a delay time 
and a polling count and sending the polling code to the client to request the status of the 
transaction. Claim 15 is object to be allowed because of the combination of other 
limitations and the limitation listed above. 



Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tina Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-3864, 
and the fax number is 571-273-3864. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 

* 

AM-5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Saleh Najjar can be reached on 571-272-4006. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Thuong (Tina) Nguyen 
Patent Examiner/Art Unit 2155 



